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EXPARTE CRIATE FILED

March 19, 1997 A

Ex Parte

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary

Federal Communications Commission

1919 M Street, N. W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Ex Parte Filing - CC Docket Nos. 96-1&8%nd 91-35 (Pay Telephones)
and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company Tariff Transmittal Nos.
2608 and 2614

Dear Mr. Caton:

In accordance with the Commission’s rules governing ex parte presentations, please be
advised that the attached documents are submitted in response to questions received
from the Competitive Pricing Division on March 14, 1997 and March 18, 1997
regarding the above referenced matter.  Attachment A responcls to the March 14,
1997 request and Attachment B responds to the March 18, 1997 request.

In accordance with Section 1.1206 (a) (1) of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R.
§1.1206 (a) (1), two copies of this letter are provided for your use. Please stamp and
return the providecl copy to confirm your receipt.

Please contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Chres o

Attachments ¢

cc: Mr. Schlichting
Ms. Nitsche
Mr. Lichford

No. of Copias rec'd =
L!St A\BCL [




ATTACHMENT A

1. Did we file every feature and function that SWBT's Pay Telephone Operations are using
(whether or not it is a separate affiliate)? If not, what state tariffed features and functions are
available that are not in the interstate tariffs? These features and functions shouid include those
that are payphone related and those that are not.

SWBT filed interstate tariffs for every unbundied network payphone feature and fundtion used by
its Pay Telephane Operations with the exception of those that were aiready offered in its
interstate tariffs (Billed Number Screening and intemational Toll Blocking). SWBT did not file
interstate tariffs for nonpayphone related exchange features that are offered to all businesses,
inciuding payphone providers, e.g. Touch Tone Service, Directory Listing Services, etc.

2. Did SWET file evety feature and function that an IPP has available to R in its state tanffs? If
not, what tariffed features and functions are avallable that are not in the interstate tarifts? These
features and functions should include those that are payphone refated and those that are not,

SWBT filed interstate tariffs for every unbundled network payphone feature and function
available to (PPs through its state payphone tariffs with the exception of those that were giready
offered in its interstate tariffs (Billed Number Screening and International Toll Blocking). With
faw exceptions, every other exchange service offered by SWBT is available to payphone
providers. SWET did not file interstate tariffs for afl of these other services.

3. Under questions #1 and #2, did SWET file both chargeabie and non-chargeable options as
features and functions? If not, what features and functions are avaifable that are not in the

interstate tariffs? These features and functions should include those that are payphone refated
and those that are not.

As stated in responses to questions #1 and #2, SWEBT filed interstate tariffs for every unbundled
network payphone feature and function. While these features are chargeable, SWBT did not

interpret the Order as requiring this aspect as criteria by which to decide whether interstate tariffs
were required.

4. Did SWET file both existing features and functions as well as new features and functions?
Yes. Selective Class of Call Screening is an existing {eature in all of SWBT's state tariffs.

Answer Supervision-Line Side is new (flled January 15, 1997) in four of SWBT's five states.
Both of these features were filed in the interstate filing made on January 15.



Attachment B

. See attached matrix.

—

2. See attached matrix.

. See attached matrix.

w

4. See attached matrix.

5. Regarding Roseville Telephone Company’s March 17, 1997 application, does
SWBT need to include a similar ogering in its tariff?

SWBT does not need to include a similar offering in its tariff. As noted by the
Commission in its February 20, 1996 Report and Order, at paragraph 148 “We
decline to impose this requirement on all LECS (unbundling of other network services
and network elements). We do not find that such unbulndling is necesssary to provide
payphone services. In addition, some features require substantial costs to make switch
changes.” The Commission reconsidered this issue in its November 8, 1996 Order on
Reconsideration and confirmed its decision in the Report and Order. In addition, the
attached September 6, 1996 exparte letter from Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd and
Evans P.L.L.C., at page 3, further discusses this issue.



SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY SERVICES USED BY PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS

Service

Selective Class of
Call Screening

Billed Number
Screening

international Toll
Blocking

Answear Supervision -
Lins Side

Customer Bllling
Report

Touch Tone
in Line Service

Additional Directory
Listings

Directory Assistance
Operator Services

intraLATA Long
Distance Service

Bllling and
Collections

Maintenance of
Service Charge

Non-
Tariffed

Tariffed

State (1) Federal Federal Tariff

X X (5) FCC 73, Sec. 13,
13.83

X X FCC 73, Sec. 24,
24-4, 24-15, 24-19

X (2 X FCC 73, Sec. 13
13-61, 13-34, 13-34.1

X {3) X (5) FCC 73, Sec. 13
13.63

X (4)

X

X

X

X

X

X7

X

FOOTNOTES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

Not Network Based

Not Payphone Specific
Not Payphone Specific

Not Network Based
Not Payphone Specific

Not Payphone Specific
Not Payphone Specific
Not Payphone Spacific
Not Network Based

Not Payphone Specific

Not Network Bassed
Not Payphone Specific

Used By
SWBT (6)

X
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Unless otherwise noted, services marked as state tariffed are tariffed in all SWBT states:
Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Okiahoma, and Texas

Stale tariff only in Texas.

State tariff effective in Texas. Tariffs filed in Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma
on January 15 and are pending.

Tariffs filed in all SWBT states on January 15 and are pending.

interstate taniff filed on January 15 Is pending.

{tems checked below Include those that SWBT may use In the future due to increased
deployment of smarl sefs.

Intrastate hitling and collection is offered under tariff / contract in Kansas, Missourl, and
Texas
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William P. Caton, Secyutary 3 i @*
Pederal Communications Commission - '

1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washingrton, D.C. 20554

In re Mattar of the Pay Telepbone
Reclassification and Compensation
Provisions of tha Telecomsmmications
Act of 1996, CC Docket Wo. 96-138%

Dear My. Caton:

The RBOC Payphone Coalition submits this letter to raspond
to various questions raised by staff members in the above-
captioned proceeding.

Ihe Nead for a Flexible MPOE for Pavphones. Undex the
Commission's current rules, the network interface is generally

installed within 12 inches of the cable terminal in cthe building
occupied by the gubscriber. This makes sense for most CPE, which
is almost always locatad and used inside of the subscribar's
building. But payphones oftsn are located ocutside the
subscriber's p ses. In fact, in many instances -- for
axample, at gas stations, in parking lots, and at grocery stores
-~ the payphone is not only located ocutside of tha subscriber's
building, but a2 fair distance away from it as well.

Whare the payphone is located outside the subscriber's
building, the payphona line often has no comnaction with the
building at all; as a result, the LEC connects the payphone
directly to the nearest network terminal. Whare the payphcone is
not aven connected o the subscribers' pramises, ths MPOB
standard should not ba linked to the subscriber's ses
sither. Instead, the MPCR scandard must be sufficiencly flexible

o allow the installation of a network intarface a reasonable
distance from tha payphone set or its anclogure.
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KELLOGG, HUBER. HANSEN, TODD & Evans, PL.LC.

Mr. William F. Caten
Seprember §, 1996
Page 2

Applying an inflexible standard would impose significanc
social costs -~ and result in the removal of many payphones.
First, if LECS are required to install the network interface atc
the customer's building, chey oftan will have to excavate and lay
new cable betwean tha building and the actual phone site. To
dive one example, a service station in ¢ne of the 30C's
terricories has a payphone ingtalled at the edge of the asphalt.
While this payphone is 60 feet from the gtation itself, it is
wizhin 5 feet of a buried terminal. If the RBOC were ired co
place the nestwork interface at the service station itself rather
than in a sensible location -- such as somewhere between the
buried terminal and the payplwne enclosure -- the RBOC would have
to jackhammer the agphalt, run conduit between the station and
zhe payphone, and resurface or replace the asphalt. This would
cost thousands of dollars and sericusly inconvenience {and
perhaps harm the business of) the service station owner.* In
conrrast, rthe network interface could be placed within a few feet
of the payphone enclosure at little cost and with minimal
inconvenience.

Similar situations arise with respect to customers such as
grocery chains. For example, in one case a grocery chain asked
thac payphones (providad by a non-RBOC PSP) be placed in fromt of
the store even though the *designated MPOE" was located several
hundred feet away, inside the store. in the back. Rather than
running a wira through the entire store, the RBOC simply
cennected the payphones to the nearest RBOC wiring in fromc of
the stora. If the RBOC had been requizred to connect the
payphones through the MPOE hundreds of feet away, it would have
cost the independent PSP thousands of dollars.

Finally, drive-up payphcones in states liks Nebraska are
often located at the end of the parking lot, as far away from
businesses as possible. Onca again, requiring tha network
interface to be installed at the business's location would
necessirate tearing up the a t and laying comnduit, even
though there are mauy terminals that are much closer to thae
payphones. The cost, in general, is about $1800 per phone, and

‘Aerial wires are not a viable possibilicy because they
offer too little cleaxance for the large semi-trucks that
frequent this location. In addition, they are aeschetically
displeasing.
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Mr. William F. caton
September 6, 1996
Page 3

costs may be significantly higher if the area is landscaped or
there are cbstacles chat wmust be avoided.?

Thege are but a few examples of the dislocations that would
arise if the FCC wezre to adopt an inflexible MFOE I irement for
payphcnes. The costs of providing chese phones would be
senselessly inflated, and many location previders would chooge to
have them removed rather than suffer the inconvenience and loss
of business that would result if their property had to be tora
up. The RBOC Payphone Coalition therefora urges the FCC to adopt
a flexible MPOE standard, which will generally be applicable
where che payphones are sited in ocutdoor locations. This would
be consistent with the Commission’'s current demarcation rules,
which allow the RBOC to select among "practicable" demarcation
points (including the building or the property on which the
dwelling sits) so long as the choice ig reasonable and »on-

discriminatory. See 47 C.F.R. 8§ 68.31 (defining *demarcation
point”).

Unbupndling. ULike the use of an inflexible MPOE standard,
requiring extensive "unbundling” of services used by payphone
service providers is likely to prove costly and unproductive.

At the ocutset, however, the Coalition should point out that
many services for which unbundling has been regquested --
ineluding loop distribution, locp feeder, local switching, call
validation and LIDB access -- ara not unique to payphome
sexvices. To the contrary, these eclements are common to all or
many types of phone service. As a result, they are being
addraessed in the Local Competition docket, CC Dkt. No. 96-S8.

Some of the damands for unbundling, howaver, axe specific to
payphoaes. For example, some commentars have requested unbundled
coin control, coin supervision, and call rating service. While
these services are available on the standard coin line, it is not
feasible to "unbundle” them and offer them separately at this
time. There is & significant interdependence between thege
features, and they require a tremendous amount of coordinated
communication between the payset and the network. Offering them
on an unbundled basis would therefore necesaitate significant and

ifven more sxtrame difficuities would arise whare
govermmental entities reaquest the installation of payphones on
public property, such as at a street cormer or in a naticnal
park. In such a case, the nearest building belonging to the
customer may e miles from the payphone set.



5 '36 20:81 FRCM K.m,n.T.Z "G Sk

]
I's
L
£
D
Lt}
N
H
U
n
0]

m

.2Q<S . 287

KELLOGG, HUBER, HANSEN, TODD & EVANS. PLL.C.

Mr. William F. Caton
Seaptember 65, 1996
Page 4

costly ravisions to switch logic and operator service systems.®
Morecover, it is far from clear chat, even {f LECs could make
cthese services available on an unbundled basis, cthere would be
any demand for them. The Coalition is not aware of any payphone
gtation equipment in production today that could utilize
unbundled elements of coin line functiocnality. Only the *dumb”
payphone sets used by many LECS employ coin line functionalicy
today, and they need the enrtire functionality in order to remain
cperational. I is thus no surprise that nome of the commenters
have committed themselves to purchasing any "unbundled*® coin
functionalicy -- no cne will commit to using it because no cne
can use it. In the aksencs of demonstrated demand for
"unbundled® coin funcrionality, requiring expansive and risky
reprogramming of LEC switches is not warranted at this cime.

Commentars alsc have expressed a dssire for fraud protection
feartures such as originating line screening, billed number
screening, 900/978 call blocking, and intermational 1+ call
blocking. These services, tco, are available ag part of the
standard coin line or alternative access line today.

Pinally, answer supervision is available today on both the
standard and altarnate coin lina. Each line, however, providaes
this function differantly. The standayd coin line receives the
answer and digconnect indication at the switch sida of tha end
office and invokes the collect or recturn function within the
switch ro signal the stacion. The alternate access line, in
contrast, offers answer and disconnect indications using a
bat:ceg r:zversal. This feature exists in the DMS 100 and SE
switches.

3The request of other commsnters for "individually ractable
coin lines® similarly cannot be met without substantial
nodifications to awitch software. The LEC COperator Sexrvices
Systems today contain only one rate table for coin service; to
provide individually ratable coin lines, the softwars would have
o be rewrittan and rate tables created for each coin line. This
would be highly uneconomical.

‘One commenter has asked for antifraud protection for
¢collect and third party calls. This is currently provided by
assigning special 8000 and 9000 numbers to payphones where
possible. Another commenter has agked that sepecial *cuckoo
tones® be provided as well; the cuckoo tone would be provided by
the switch and would alert the operator to the fact that the
called number is a coin statiocn. The problem with cuckoo tones
is cthat they substantially delay complation of the call. As a
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KELLOGG, HUBER, HANSEN, ToDD & Evans, PLL.C.

—

Mr. William F. Caton
September §, 1996
Page 5

In the end, the Commission must recognize thac it is
costless £or commanters to demand "unbundling® but costly for the
LECs to provide it. The Commission therefore should not require
unbundling in the absence of demonstrated demand. The two types
of lines currently offered to LEC PSPs -- standard coin lines and
alternate access lines -- should be made available on a non-
discriminarory basis to non-LEC PSPs as wall. But further
unbundling should be contemplated only in the contaxt of a
specific request, and only when proven aconocmically faasible in
light of realistic cost sacimates and demonstrated demand. Such
requests easily could be accommodated within the Copmission's ONA
structures, and the processes for dealing with such requests can
be made part of each RBOC's CBI plan.’

I would ask that you include this lettar in the record of this

proceeding. If you have any questions concerming this matter,
please contact me at {(202) 326-79%02.

result, cuckoo tones curvsatly are used only by eight countries,
and ware rejected as & mandatory antifraud provisiom by the
Nactional Toll Fraud Prevencion Committee in 1992. The Nacional
Toll Fraud Prevention Committae instead recommanded assigning
paystations numbeys in the 8000 and %000 numper groups to allow
3creening by Che operator sarvices syscem handling the call.

*In this regaxd, the RBQC Payphone Coalitian agrees that
they will have co file CEI plans for payphone services as part of

the Computer 111 safequards mandated by statute.
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Thank you for your consideration.
Yours sincerely,
WW
Michael K. Kellogg

cc: M. Carowitz
R. Crellin

R. Spanglsr
G. Reynolds
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